§ 84 AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE 2D AUTOMOBILES 


What constitutes farm vehicle, construction equipment, or vehicle temporarily 
on highway exempt from registration as motor vehicle, 27 A.L.R.Ath 848 


Whether a particular vehicle is subject to licensing or registration — 
requirements is dependent upon the terms of the licensing or registra- 
tion enactments. Where the licensing or registration requirements are 
made applicable to “motor vehicles,” there is usually a statutory defi- 
nition of the term “motor vehicles,” and only those vehicles that fall 
within the statutory definition, and were operated upon the highways 
during the licensing or registration period,’ are subject to the licens- 
ing and registration requirements.” 

An automobile that is not driven on the roads or highways, but 
on stationary blocks in a garage, or is parked on private property f 
use as a storage shed,’ is not subject to registration. 

A statute exempting certain vehicles from the motor veh 
registration provisions is not unconstitutional due to vagueness, whe 
it is clear that the legislature’s intent is to require registration of 
vehicles capable of regular travel on the roads of the state.’ 
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